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A calculation ofthe B B param eter

in the static lim it
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Abstract

W e calculate the B B param eter,relevant forB
0
{B 0 m ixing,from a lat-

tice gauge theory sim ulation at � = 6:0. The bottom quarks are sim ulated

in thestatic theory,thelightquarkswith W ilson ferm ions.Im proved sm ear-

ing functionsproduced by a variationaltechnique,most,are used to reduce

statistical errors and m inim ize excited-state contam ination of the ground-

state signal. W e obtain B B (4:33G eV )= 0:98+ 4� 4
(statistical)

+ 3

� 18
(system atic)

which corresponds to bB B = 1:40+ 6� 6
(statistical)

+ 4

� 26
(system atic) for the one-

loop renorm alization-schem e-independent param eter. The system atic errors

include the uncertainty due to alternative (less favored) treatm ents ofthe

perturbatively-calculated m ixing coe�cients; this uncertainty is at least as

large as residualdi�erences between W ilson-static and clover-static results.

O ur result agrees with extrapolations of results from relativistic (W ilson)

heavy quark sim ulations.
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I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

The experim entalobservation ofB
0
{B 0 m ixing allows,in principle,the extraction of

the jVtd jCKM m atrix elem ent [1,2]. The over-determ ination ofthe CKM m atrix is a
high-precision test ofthe standard m odelofparticle physics and is regarded as a poten-
tialharbinger ofnew physics. The dom inant uncertainty in the extraction ofjVtd jfrom
experim entalm easurem entsisdue to theoreticalfactorsfrom non-perturbative QCD.The
key factorisB B f

2
B ,where fB isthe B -m eson sem i-leptonic decay constantand B B isthe

\bag constant" fortheB -m eson,de�ned astheratio ofthem atrix elem entoftheoperator
relevantforthem ixing to itsvaluein thevacuum -saturation approxim ation (VSA).

Therehavebeen alargenum beroflatticegaugetheorysim ulationswhich havecalculated
the fB decay constant;however,m uch less work has been done on the calculation ofthe
B B param eter. The earliestresult[3]suggested thatthe VSA worksquite well;thisresult
wasunanticipated and isquite non-trivial,aswasreiterated by Soni[2]. Laterresultsby
othergroupsaresurprisingly scattered,with signi�cantdisagreem entin som ecases[4]and
with som e resultsm arkedly di�erentthan thatsuggested by VSA. Here we argue that,in
fact,m ostraw latticedata areconsistentwith VSA (including ourswhich arequiteprecise
due to the use ofim proved sm earing functions)and thatgroupsdi�erdue to theirchoices
ofhow to relate these to the full-theory continuum value. W e argue that although large
system atic uncertainties rem ain due to unknown higher-ordercontributions in the m ixing
coe�cients,itispossibletoform ulatethecalculation inawaywhich isstableagainstchanges
in norm alization (such astadpole im provem ent). Ourresultisin accord with VSA and is
alsoin agreem entwith thelarge-m assextrapolation ofcalculations[2]which userelativistic,
ratherthan static,heavy quarks.

Som eofthe�rstattem ptsatsim ulating thestatictheory calculated both thedecay con-
stantand theB B param eter[5,6].However,therequired perturbativem atching coe�cients
werenotknown;thesehavesincebeen com puted by Flynn etal.[7].Theiranalysisshowed
thatadditionaloperators,notincluded in the�rstsim ulations,arerequired to estim atethe
B B param eter.

Untilrecently,the sim ulation ofthe static theory was problem atic because ofexcited-
state contam ination ofthe ground-state signal[8,9,10]. The developm ent ofvariational
techniques [11,12]has �nally allowed a reliable extraction ofthe decay constant. In this
paper,weuseam odern variationaltechnique[12]toobtain accurateestim atesofthelattice
m atrix elem entsand com bine these with the m ixing coe�cientsto calculate the static B B

param eter.Attwo conferences[13,14],wehavereported prelim inary resultsforthevalueof
B B from thissim ulation.

Sec.IIoutlinesthe m ethod ofextracting the relevantm atrix elem entsfrom lattice cor-
relation functions;Sec.IIIsum m arizesournum ericalresults. Sec.IV containsa sum m ary
ofthe perturbative-m atching techniqueswhich,ratherexplicitly,detailsourpreferred way
oforganizing the calculation;we argue that our m ethod reduces system atic errors in the
m atching coe�cientswhich arethen estim ated in Sec.V.In Sec.VI,a com parison ism ade
to othergroupsasan illustration ofthedi�erencesin them ethodsdiscussed in Sec.V.The
conclusion followsasSec.VII.

2



II.N U M ER IC A L T EC H N IQ U ES

The static-lightB B param eterisobtained from a com bination oftwo-and three-point
hadroniccorrelation functions.Therequired three-pointfunction is

C3;X (t1;t2)=
X

~x1

X

~x2

D

0
�
�
�T

�

�(t1;~x1)O X (0;~0)�(t2;~x2)
��
�
� 0

E

(2.1)

which has a ferm ion operator inserted at the spacetim e origin between two externalB -
m eson operators,�.Thetim esarerestricted to theranget1 > 0> t2.W eusethespatially
extended B -m eson interpolating �eld

�(~x;t)=
X

~r

f(~r)q(t;~x+ ~r)5 b(t;~x) (2.2)

where f isa sm earing function chosen [12]to projectoutthe ground state e�ciently. The
four-ferm ion operators,O X (with X 2 fL;R;N ;Sg),arede�ned1 as[7]:

O L = b�(1� 5)qb�(1� 5)q

O R = b�(1+ 5)qb�(1+ 5)q

O N =
�

2b(1� 5)qb(1+ 5)q+ 2b(1+ 5)qb(1� 5)q

+b�(1� 5)qb�(1+ 5)q+ b�(1+ 5)qb�(1� 5)q
�

O S = b(1� 5)qb(1� 5)q (2.3)

TheoperatorsO R and O N areintroduced inthelatticeandcontributetowardsO L becauseof
thepoorchiralbehaviorofW ilson quarks.TheoperatorO S isintroduced in thecontinuum
and contributesbecauseofthem atching offullQCD to thestatictheory.

W ith thesm eared-sink{local-source (SL)two-pointfunction de�ned as

C2(t1)=
X

~x1

h0jT (�(t1;~x1)b(0;~0)45 q(0;~0))j0i (2.4)

the\raw" lattice-staticparam eters,B X ,arecalculated via theratio ofthree-and two-point
functions:

B X (t1;t2)=
C3;X (t1;t2)

8

3
C2(t1)C2(t2)

jtij� 1

����! B X (2.5)

The B B param eteritselfcan then be determ ined from the B X � B O X
,extracted from �ts

oftheM onteCarlo data to theform ofEq.(2.5),asthelinearcom bination

B B = ZB L
B L + ZB R

B R + ZB N
B N + ZB S

B S (2.6)

1W e choose a standard norm alization forwhich the VSA value forO L is(8=3)f2B m
2
B .
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wheretheperturbatively-calculated m ixing coe�cients,Z B X
,arede�ned in Sec.IV.Rather

than this\�t-then-com bine" m ethod,ourquoted resultswillbefrom the\com bine-then-�t"
m ethod:

B B (t1;t2)=
X

X = L;R ;N ;S

ZB X
B X (t1;t2)

jtij� 1

����! B B (2.7)

Forin�nitestatistics,thetwo m ethodsshould giveidenticalresults.
W eexploittim e-reversalsym m etry by averaging thecorrelatorsovertand T � t,where

T isthelength ofthelatticein thetim edirection.W e�x oneofthetim es,t1,in Eqs.(2.5)
and(2.7)andvarytheother,t2;theresultis�tted toaconstant.The�tsincludecorrelations
in tim e,butnotin thechiralextrapolation (achoiceforced upon usbyourlim ited statistics).
The entire �tting procedure isbootstrapped (see,forexam ple,Ref.[15])to provide robust
estim atesofthestatisticalerrors.An estim ate ofthesystem atic errordue to thechoice of
intervalism ade by calculating thevariance oftheresultsfrom using all\reasonable" tim e
intervalsaround ourfavoriteone.

A m ajorproblem with sim ulationsthatinclude static quarksisthatthesignal-to-noise
ratio decreases very quickly with tim e [8,16,17];therefore,the operatorwhich creates the
B -m eson m ustprojectonto theground stateatvery early tim es| beforethesignalislost
in the noise.Experience with the calculation ofthe fB decay constantin the static theory
hasshown thatreliableresultscan beobtained onlyiftheB -m eson operatorissm eared with
a very accurate \wave function," which can be obtained from a variationalcalculation on
thelattice.W e use thesam e sm earing function aswasused in ourcalculation offB in the
static approxim ation. Thiswasobtained from the variationaltechnique,called most [12],
which wehavedeveloped forthispurpose.

To dem onstrate the e�ectivenessofthe sm earing function produced by most,we show
in Fig.1 the e�ective-m ass plot (lnC LS

2 (t)=C LS
2 (t+ 1) versus t+ 1=2) for the two-point

correlation function using a local(delta-function)sink attim e tand an optim ally-sm eared
source attim e 0. The e�ective-m assplothasplateaued atsm allt(indicating the absence
ofsigni�cantexcited-state contam ination)beforethe signal-to-noiseratio hasdegenerated,
so that a very precise m ass and am plitude can be obtained by �tting over an early tim e
range. If,instead,the sam e sm earing function is used at the sink, with a local(delta-
function) source,then it willstille�ectively rem ove excited-state contam ination. Yet,as
dem onstrated in Fig.2,thisfactisobscured by m uch largerstatisticaluctuations.(Since
thespatialpointsaresum m ed overatthesink to projectoutzero m om entum regardlessof
which sm earing function isused,sm earing atthesink providesonly m arginalim provem ent
in the signaland increasesnoise. In contrast,sm earing atthe source greatly enhancesthe
signaland decreases the noise. For the localsource the static quark is restricted to the
spatialorigin,and thusthestatisticsarepoorer[9].)

W enotethatoncean \optim al" sm earing sourcehasbeen obtained from thetwo-point
function using a variationaltechnique,it can be used directly in other calculations. The
three-point function does not need to be form ulated as a variationalproblem ,although
ground-state dom inance should stillbe m onitored using the m ass splitting between the
excited and ground states.

Thestaticquarkneverevolvesin spacefrom theorigin becausethefour-ferm ion operator
is at the spacetim e origin. The B -m eson operator is constructed by sm earing the light
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quark relative to the heavy quark (Eq.(2.4)). Fig.3 showsa schem atic ofthe quark ow
resulting from the W ick contraction ofEq.(2.1). The resulting two-point correlators are
sm eared-sink{local-source (SL)correlators,which are m uch m ore noisy than local-sm eared
(LS)correlators(asargued above)even though in thein�nite-statisticslim itthey areequal.
Since three-pointfunctionsare,in general,noisierthan two-pointfunctions,the \e�ective-
m ass" plots for these are even noisier than that for the SL two-point function;it would
be hopelessto geta precise resultfora static-light-m eson m atrix elem entwithoutusing a
prohibitively largenum berofcon�gurations.Butfortunately,becausetheB B param eterisa
ratio ofm atrix elem ents(Eq.(2.5)),thenoiseisreduced duetothecancelation ofcorrelated
uctuationsbetween thenum eratorand denom inator.

Ithasbeen argued thattheproductB B f
2
B and perturbative correctionsto itshould be

calculated directly since it,ratherthan B B ,isthe phenom enologically-im portantquantity.
But there are severalcom pelling reasons for calculating fB and B B separately. Firstly,
although thecalculation ofB B ,asforB B f

2
B ,isintrinsically m oreinvolved than isthatoffB

(both analytically,in the determ ination ofperturbative corrections,and com putationally),
thenum ericalvalueofB B ism orestablethan isthevalueofeitherB B f

2
B orfB .Certainly,

fB is a very im portant physicalquantity in its own right;it should be and is calculated
separately.Forthis,one need only calculate a two-pointfunction.However,thestatistical
uctuationsforfB arequitelarge;withouttheuseofa reliablesm earing function obtained
variationally,excited-statecontam ination can besubstantialand can m islead interpretation.
(This m ay explain the scatter in the world sum m ary oflattice calculations offB [9,10].)
Also,since its lattice-spacing dependence is rather large,especially when using the static
approxim ation,itscontinuum extrapolation isdelicateand proneto largesystem aticerrors.
M uch com puting e�ortisrequired toevaluatethissim plequantity.However,B B (orB B f

2
B )

requires the calculation ofa three-point,in addition to a two-point,correlation function.
Sinceitism oreinvolved,itisusuallydeterm ined in asecondarycalculation aftertheprim ary
calculation offB and so fewer groups are likely to calculate it. Yet,as borne outby our
data,since B B can be extracted from a ratio ofthree-to two-point functions which are
stronglycorrelated,aquiteprecisevaluecan beobtained,with an optim alchoiceofsm earing
function,from relativelyfew con�gurations.Thecalculationaloverhead (bothcom putational
and analytical)islargecom pared to thecom putationalexpense.Thusa handfulofgroups
can �xprecisely thevalueofB B onceand forall,leavingforthewidercom m unity thetaskof
applyingim provem entsin algorithm sand com puterstothesim plerfB .In thefuture,B B (in
contrastto fB and B B f

2
B )need notberecalculated with every generation ofim provem ents.

Secondly,just asthe num ericalvalue ofB B is stable because ofcancelations ofcorre-
lated uctuationsin num eratorand denom inator,wearguethatso too areitsperturbative
correctionswhen linearized asisdem onstrated in SectionsIV and V. The perturbatively-
calculated coe�cients for B B are likely m ore reliable than those for the product B B f

2
B .

Likewise,thesearelesslikely to need updating with thenextgeneration ofim provem entsin
analyticm ethods.

Thirdly,itseem s asthough VSA isa surprisingly good approxim ation forthe B B pa-
ram eter.Thisisan im portantqualitativestatem ent,ofuseto m odelbuilders,which should
notbeobscured by poor-statisticsattem ptsto calculatetheproductB B f

2
B .
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III.N U M ER IC A L R ESU LT S

The sim ulations were carried outon a 203 � 30 lattice,calculated on 32 gauge con�g-
urations,at� = 6:0. (This num ber ofcon�gurationsis m ore than adequate fora precise
estim ateoftheB B param eterwith sm allstatisticalerrorsincean e�cientsm earingfunction
isused.Theuseofan ad hoc sm earing function would haverequired an orderofm agnitude
m orecon�gurations.) Thesim ulationswerequenched;thegaugecon�gurationsweregener-
ated using thestandard W ilson pure-glue action.Thegaugecon�gurationswere �xed into
Coulom b gauge. (An ultra-conservative gauge-�xing convergence criterion was used such
that ~r �~A was decreased to less than 10� 9 its un�xed value.) The gauge-�xing was done
only to choose sm earing functions,butsince these cancelin ratiosofcorrelation functions
allresultsaregauge-invariant(in the in�nite-statisticslim it).W ilson light-quark propaga-
tors,with hopping-param etervalues,� = 0:152,0:154,0:155,and 0:156,were used in our
analysis. The value ofkappa-criticalused was 0:157 and the value ofkappa-strange was
0:155 [18].

Fig.4 shows, for the operator O L,the ratio ofthe three- and two-point correlation
functions B L(t1;t2),Eq.(2.5),which asym ptotically equals B L for large Euclidean tim es.
(In the�gureB L(t1;t2)isgraphed asafunction oft2 with t1 = �2held �xed.) In fact,\large
tim es" arerem arkably sm all(>� 2)becauseofthee�ectivenessofthesm earing function in
e�ciently elim inating excited-state contam ination,a factsupported by Fig.1.

Aswith any latticecalculation ofcorrelation functions,thereisfreedom in thechoiceof
�trange and a balance needs to be struck between �tting over too-early tim es,forwhich
system atic errorsdue to excited-state contam ination m ay be non-negligible,and overtoo-
late tim es,for which statisticalerrors willbe unnecessarily large. In Fig.5 we display a
tm in{plot: the values for the �ts ofthe raw B L value (at � = 0:156) plotted for several
choices of�t range. (Allofour �ts take into account the correlations in Euclidean tim e
using thefull-covariance m atrix.Forourcentral�trange,thevaluesofthe�tsdi�erlittle
whetherornotthecorrelationsare included.) The atnessofthe plateau in Fig.4 reects
the insensitivity ofthe �tted value to the choice of�t range. For this and other plots
we choose as our centralvalues t1 = �2 and 3 � t2 � 6,a m oderately-aggressive choice
which has good �2=dof(0:83=3,0:59=3,0:41=3,0:68=3 for� = 0:152,0:154,0:155,0:156,
respectively),sm allstatisticalerrors,and �t-rangesystem aticerrorswhich aresm allerthan,
but com parable to,the statisticalerrors. The �t-range system atic errors are determ ined
from thestandard deviation ofall\reasonablechoices."

Figs.6,7, and 8 show sim ilar plots for the raw lattice values for B R , B N and B S,
respectively.Fig.9 showstheratio ofcorrelation functionsde�ned in Eq.(2.7)from which
thedesired B B param eterisextracted.Again,theplotplateausearly with sm allstatistical
errors. Fig.10 shows that,again,the value isinsensitive to the choice of�tregion. (For
ourcentralchoice of�trange,the �2=dofare 0:74=3,0:57=3,0:43=3,0:67=3 for� = 0:152,
0:154,0:155,0:156,respectively.) W e could also calculate the �nalB B param eter from
theappropriatelinearcom bination ofthefour�tted raw valuesB L,B R,B N and B S,asin
Eq.(2.6).The�2=dofaregoodforB R (0.71,0.67,0.55,0.33)and B N (0.60,0.42,0.36,0.40).
Theworst�2=dofareforB S (1.38,1.30,1.14,0.85).Thetwo procedures,com bine-then-�t
versus �t-then-com bine,could give di�erentanswersin principle (for�nite statistics),but
in practiceweseelittledi�erence.
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� = 0:152 � = 0:154 � = 0:155 � = 0:156 �c = 0:157

B L 1:01+ 2� 2
(1) 1:02+ 2� 2

(1) 1:02+ 3� 2
(1) 1:03+ 3� 3

(2) 1:03+ 3� 3
(2)

B R 0:96+ 1� 1
(1) 0:96+ 1� 2

(2) 0:95+ 2� 2
(2) 0:95+ 2� 3

(2) 0:95+ 2� 3
(2)

B N 0:97+ 2� 2
(3) 0:96+ 2� 2

(4) 0:96+ 2� 2
(4) 0:96+ 3� 2

(4) 0:95+ 3� 2
(5)

� 8

5
B S 1:00+ 2� 1

(2) 1:00+ 2� 2
(2) 1:00+ 2� 2

(3) 1:01+ 3� 3
(3) 1:01+ 3� 3

(3)

B B (m
?
b
) 0:95+ 2� 2

(1) 0:96+ 3� 2
(2) 0:96+ 3� 3

(2) 0:98+ 4� 4
(2) 0:98+ 4� 4

(3)

TABLE I. Theraw lattice B param etersfortheoperatorsO L,O R ,O N ,and O S which appear

in the lattice-continuum m atching,and the linear com bination B O full

L
� B B as a function of�

and extrapolated to �c. The �rsterrorsare statistical(bootstrap)and the second are system atic

due to choice of�t range. Note that O S has a VSA value di�erent from that ofO L;with our

norm alization forthe raw B param eters(a com m on denom inatorequalto the VSA value ofO L)

� 8

5
B S would identically equal1 ifVSA were exact.

Asshown in Table I,each raw lattice B param eterisclose to 1.0 with sm allstatistical
errors,soour�nalvalue2 forB B (m

?
b)isalsocloseto1.0,theVSA value,with sim ilarly sm all

statisticalerrors.

IV .P ERT U R B AT IV E M AT C H IN G

To calculate the continuum value ofthe B B param eter,our\raw" lattice results,listed
in Table I,m ustbe m ultiplied by a lattice-to-continuum perturbative m atching coe�cient.
After we �nished the �rst analysis ofour data [13],we found that our value for B B was
approxim ately 30% higherthan theresultofa sim ilarsim ulation by theUKQCD collabora-
tion [21].W esuspected thatthisdi�erence wasdueto m orethan justthedi�erence in the
actions. Thism otivated usto do a very carefulstudy ofthe perturbative m atching,using
theresultsin theliterature,so thatweobtained the\bestvalue" ofB B using theinform a-
tion available to us. (This isdiscussed furtherin Secs.V,VI,and VII.) W e also studied
the system atic errorsin the perturbative m atching to �nd the reason forthe disagreem ent
between UKQCD’sresultand ours.

Forconvenience,we shallreferto the�B = 2 e�ective Ham iltonian,obtained from the
standard m odelby integrating outthetop quark and theheavy vectorgaugebosons,asthe
\full" theory although this is also an e�ective �eld theory. The perturbative m atching is
broken into two stages:fullQCD to the continuum -static theory and the continuum -static
theory to the lattice-static theory. Forthe m atching offullQCD to the continuum -static
theory,therelevantperturbativeresultshave been calculated to do a next-to-leading-order
analysisofthe log(�=m b)term s. The use ofrenorm alization-group-im proved perturbation

2 B B is evaluated at m ?
b,which is the scale at which the running m ass is m (m ?

b)= m bpole
=

4:72G eV [11,19,20].
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theoryreducestherenorm alization-schem edependenceandthee�ectsofthedi�erentwaysof
de�ning 5 in dim ensionalregularization [22].Two scalesarenecessary fortheperturbative
m atching: the scale,�b = O (m b),ofthe m atching to the fulltheory (we choose �b = m ?

b,
where m ?

b isde�ned asm entioned earlierin footnote 2)and the scale,�,ofthe m atching
to the lattice theory (we choose � = q?,which is determ ined from the Lepage-M ackenzie
scaleform ulation [23]asdiscussed laterin thissection).Also,asem phasized by Ciuchiniet
al.[24],itisim portanttocheck thestabilityoftheperturbativecoe�cientatnext-to-leading
orderastherenorm alization scaleischanged.

W echoose,asdo others[21,25,26],to evaluatethefull-theory operator,O f,at�b:
D

O
f(�b)

E

=
X

i= L;S

C
fc

i(�b;�)hO
c
i(�)i (4.1)

where term soforder1=m have been dropped.W e use a double-argum entnotation sim ilar
toRef.[26]toem phasizethatthism atchingofthecontinuum -statictheory tothefulltheory
involvestwo theories(f and c)and two scales(�b and �). C fc

i(�b;�)includesa running of
the scale in the continuum -static theory which can be written explicitly due to the form
ofthe solution to the renorm alization group equation (RGE) for the coe�cients (see,for
exam ple,[27]).

C
fc

i(�b;�) = C
fc

j(�b;�b)

 

Tgexp

(

�

Z gc(�b)

gc(�)

dg
̂c(g)

�c(g)

) !

ji

� C
fc

j(�b;�b)
�
bU
T
�c

ji
(�b;�) (4.2)

Since we focus on the transform ation of the operators, we treat the coe�cients, C, as
a row vector and transpose (T) the m atrix U to be consistent with the com m on no-
tation for U [28,29] which treats the coe�cients as a colum n vector: (C T)cfi (�;�b) =
bU c
ij(�;�b)(C

T)cfj (�b;�b)forwhich

bU
c(�;�b) = Tgexp

 Z gc(�)

gc(�b)

dg
̂cT(g)

�c(g)

!

(4.3)

The superscript-labelc indicatesthatthe variablesare forthe continuum -static theory in
which som edegreesoffreedom havebeen rem oved.Noticethatthecontinuum -staticscale-
evolution m atrix scalesonly the static-theory argum entofthe coe�cient. Thus,Eq.(4.1)
becom es

D

O
f(�b)

E

=
X

i;j= L;S

C
fc

i(�b;�b)
�
bU
T
�c

ij
(�b;�)

D

O
c
j(�)

E

(4.4)

which isread,right-to-left,as\Thestatictheory operatorisscaled from � to �b whereitis
m atched to thefulltheory."

An alternative,notused here,isto evaluatethefulltheory operatoratthesam escale�
asisthestatic-theory operator,so that

D

O
f(�)

E

=
X

i= L;S

C
fc

i(�;�) hO
c
i(�)i

=
X

i;j= L;S

�
bU
T
�f
(�;�b) C

fc

i(�b;�b)
�
bU
T
�c

ij
(�b;�)

D

O
c
j(�)

E

(4.5)
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(Thegeneralization tom ultiplefull-theory operatorswould includefull-theory subscriptson
O f,(bU T)f,and C fc

i.) Eq.(4.5)reads,right-to-left,\The continuum -static theory operator
isscaled in thestatictheory from � to�b whereitism atched thefulltheory and then scaled
back from �b to � in the fulltheory." IfU istreated to lowestorder,sum m ing neitherthe
leading norsub-leading orderlogarithm s,then thisreducesto theapproach used by Flynn
etal.[7]who do notusetheRG.Thefull-theory anom alousdim ension appearstheresince
thisapproach includesrunning thescalein thefulltheory.

Returning to Eqs.(4.1)and (4.4),m atching in thecontinuum (with �b= m ?
b and �= q

?)
gives

D

O
f(m ?

b)
E

= C
fc

L (m
?
b;q

?)hO c
L(q

?)i+ C
fc

S (m
?
b;q

?)hO c
S(q

?)i (4.6)

W e use the solution ofthe RG equation for a m atrix ofoperators which is discussed by
Ciuchinietal.[25]and Buchalla [26]in m oredetail.

C
fc

L (m
?
b;q

?) = C
fc

L (m
?
b;m

?
b)

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q?)

! pc
0;L

(

1+
�cs(m

?
b)� �cs(q

?)

4�
p
c
1;L

)

+C fc

S (m
?
b;m

?
b)

c0S;L

c0L ;L � c0S;S

0

@

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;L

�

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;S

1

A (4.7a)

C
fc

S (m
?
b;q

?) = C
fc

S (m
?
b;m

?
b)

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q?)

! pc
0;S

(4.7b)

with

p0;i=
�

0i;i=(2b0)
�

and p1;i=
h

p0;i

�

1i;i=0i;i � b1=b0

�i

(4.8)

In TableIIwelistthevaluesoftheanom alousdim ensionsofthevariousoperatorsrequired
in thiscalculation (allcalculated using the naive dim ensionalregularization schem e). The
coe�cientsfrom the�rstand second term softhe�-function arede�ned as

�0 �
b0

4�
=
11� 2

3
nf

4�
;�1 �

b1

16�2
=
102� 38

3
nf

16�2
(4.9)

To obtain the leading-log expressions from the explicit solutions of the renorm alization
group equationsthatwe quote,allquantitieswith a subscript1 areom itted.In Eq.(4.7b)
the higher-order term s ofU c have been dropped when m ultiplied by C

fc

S because C fc

S is
oforder�s. W e found thatthe inclusion ofthe C fc

S (U
T)cS;L term in ouranalysis was less

than 0.05% ofthe C fc

L (U
T)cL;L term ;thisissm allerthan the few percente�ectwhich was

quoted in Refs.[25,26].Ourratioofthecouplingat� tothatat�b wascloseto1becausethe
autom aticscale-settingprocedureselected ascaleq? which wasclosetom ?

b.Asthedi�erence
between the scales � and �b gets bigger,(U T)cS;L,which includes the leading o�-diagonal
term sin theanom alousdim ension m atrix,getslarger.

W e willnow discuss the m atching ofthe continuum -static theory to the lattice-static
theory.Therelevantperturbativecalculationshavebeen doneby Flynn etal.[7].W ewant
to calculatethefulltheory atm ?

b:
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their our

Ref. notation notation value

Ciuchinietal.[25],Buchalla [26]

G im �enez [30]


(0)

11

4
(1)

+

�
�
�
M S

c0L ;L � 8

Ciuchinietal.[25],Buchalla [26]

G im �enez [30]


(1)

11

16 
(2)

+

�
�
�
M S

c1L ;L � 4

9

�

202+ 26�
2

6
� 16nf

�

Ciuchinietal.[25],Buchalla [26] 
(0)

21
c0S;L

4

3

Ciuchinietal.[25],Buchalla [26] 
(0)

22
c0S;S � 8

3

Ciuchinietal.[25],Buchalla [26] d1 pc
0;L

̂c
0L ;L

2b0

Ciuchinietal.[25],Buchalla [26] d2 pc
0;S

̂c
0S;S

2b0

Ciuchinietal.[25],Buchalla [26] � J pc
1;L pc

0;L

�
c
1L ;L

c
0L ;L

�
b1
b0

�

Duncan etal.[11,31,32,33,34]
0

1

c
0;A

c
1;A

� 4
� 254

9
� 56�2

27
+

20nf

9

Burasetal.[35] 0 
f

0L ;L
4

Burasetal.[35] 1 
f

1L ;L

�

� 7+ 4

9
nf

�

p
f

0;A
0

p
f

1;A
0

TABLE II. Anom alous dim ensions as de�ned by various groups and used here. The p’s are

de�ned in Eq.(4.8).Alltheresultshavebeen calculated usingthenaivedim ensionalregularization

schem e.
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D

O
f(m ?

b)
E

= C
fc

L (m
?
b;q

?)
�

Z
cl
L (q

?;a)
D

O
l
L(a)

E

+ Z
cl
R (q

?;a)
D

O
l
R (a)

E

+ Z
cl
N (q

?;a)
D

O
l
N (a)

E�

+

+C fc

S (m
?
b;q

?)Z cl
S (q

?;a)
D

O
l
S(a)

E

(4.10)

where Z cl(q?;a) relates the bare lattice-static theory m atrix elem ent to the renorm alized
continuum -statictheory m atrix elem ent.Afterlinearizing theproductC fc(m ?

b;q
?)Z cl(q?;a)

and allowingaseparatecouplingforcontinuum -static(�cs)and forlattice-static(�
l
s)we�nd:

D

O
f(m ?

b)
E

=

2

4

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q?)

! pc
0;L

 

1+
�cs(m

?
b)� �cs(q

?)

4�
p
c
1;L +

�cs(m
?
b)

4�
(�14)

+
�ls(q

?)

4�

�

4ln
�

q
?2
a
2
�

� 21:7
�
!

�
1

4

0

@

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;L

�

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;S

1

A
�cs(m

?
b)

4�
(�8)

3

5
D

O
l
L(a)

E

+

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;L

(
�ls(q

?)

4�
(�1:61)

D

O
l
R (a)

E

+
�ls(q

?)

4�
(�14:4)

D

O
l
N (a)

E
)

+

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;S �cs(m

?
b)

4�
(�8)

D

O
l
S(a)

E

(4.11)

wherewehaveupdated theresultsofFlynnetal.[7]byincluding(U T)cS;L [25,26],bychoosing
the convention that the static-light two-point function be �t to the Ae� m tm odel[21,36],
and by including tadpoleim provem ent[37].

Throughoutthispaperweassum etheconvention thatthefB decay constantisextracted
from theheavy-lightcorrelatorsusingthem odelAe� m t.Usingthism odelchangestheheavy-
quarkwave-function renorm alization integral,denoted e,toareduced valuee(R )(seeEichten
and Hill[36]).Asm entioned by theUKQCD collaboration [21],thischangestheD L=�65:5
ofFlynn etal.(theadditiveconstantin them atching ofthecontinuum -static O c

L operator

to the lattice operator)to D (R )

L =�38:9. However,e(R ) also appearsin Z cl
A ;thus,the �nal

values for the coe�cients ofthe B param eters are independent ofthis choice ifthe ratio
is linearized in �c and �l. In addition,any tadpole-im provem ent e�ects alter the three-
point function by twice as m uch as each two-point function;linearizing the ratio cancels
these e�ects exactly. However,when considering the three-point function and two-point
function separately,oneoughtto include thee�ectsoftadpoleim provem ent.Thischanges
the D (R )

L =�38:9 to D (R ;tad)

L =�21:7,asin Eq.(4.11). The large perturbative factorsofthe
wave-function renorm alization largely cancelin theexpression fortheB B param eters.

To calculatethecoe�cientsofB B ,therenorm alization coe�cientoftheaxialcurrentin
the static approxim ation isrequired [31,32,33,34,36,38];we linearized the resultsquoted in
Duncan etal.[11]:

ZA � C
fc

A (m
?
b;q

?)Z cl
A (q

?;a) (4.12)

=

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q?)

! pc
0;A

 

1+
�cs(m

?
b)� �cs(q

?)

4�
p
c
1;A +

�cs(m
?
b)

4�

�

�
8

3

�

+
�ls(q

?)

4�

�

2ln
�

q
?2
a
2
�

� 18:59
�
!
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where the �18:59 isfrom using the e(R ) m entioned above aswellasincluding tadpole im -
provem ent.Iftadpoleim provem enthad notbeen used,then thisvaluewould be�27:16.If
ehad been used instead ofe(R ),then thisvaluewould be�40:44.Aslongasoneisconsistent
between Eqs.(4.11)and (4.12),thesee�ectscanceloutofthelinearized resultforB B .

The perturbative coe�cients for the B B param eter can be obtained by dividing the
four-ferm ion resultsby thesquareofZA and expanding theexpressionslinearly in �s.

B B (m
?
b) =

2

4

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;L

� 2pc
0;A

 

1+
�cs(m

?
b)� �cs(q

?)

4�

�

p
c
1;L � 2pc1;A

�

+
�cs(m

?
b)

4�

�

�
26

3

�

+
�ls(q

?)

4�
(15:41)

!

�
1

4

0

@

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;L

� 2pc
0;A

�

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;S

� 2pc
0;A

1

A
�cs(m

?
b)

4�
(�8)

3

5 B L

+

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q?)

! pc
0;L

� 2pc
0;A

"
�ls(q

?)

4�
(�1:61)B R +

�ls(q
?)

4�
(�14:4)B N

#

+

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q?)

! pc
0;S

� 2pc
0;A �cs(m

?
b)

4�
(�8)B S (4.13a)

B B (m
?
b)� ZB L

B L + ZB R
B R + ZB N

B N + ZB S
B S (4.13b)

where ZB X
= Lin(ZX =Z

2
A)= Lin

�

(C fc

X Z
cl
X )=(C

fc

A Z
cl
A )

2
�

,X isone offL;R;N ;Sg,and \Lin"
signi�esthattheratio islinearized asexplained laterin Sec.V.Thewave-function norm al-
ization factorsofthequarkscancelbetween thenum eratorand denom inator;no \tadpole"
factorsarerequired forthiscalculation ifthecoe�cientsarelinearized.W ealso note from
thevaluesin TableIIthatpc

0;L� 2p
c
0;A isidenticallyzero.However,p

c
0;S� 2p

c
0;A and p

c
1;L� 2p

c
1;A

are not. IfEq.(4.13b)were expanded into explicitln(�=m b)term s,then to �rstorderthe
perturbativem atching coe�cientswould notcontain any logs.

Tocalculatenum ericalvaluesofthecoe�cients,wechoosevaluesforthescales� b and �,
and forthecouplings�cs and �

l
s.For�

l
s,weuse�V ,thecoupling introduced by Lepageand

M ackenzie [23].W eusetheplaquette value� lnW 11 = 0:5214 at� = 6:0.In thequenched
approxim ation (nf = 0),

� ln(W 11)=
4�

3
�V

�
3:41

a

� �

1� �V

�
3:41

a

�

(1:19)
�

(4.14)

which usesa latticecoupling which evolveswith theform

�s(�)=

"

�0ln

 
�2

�2

!

+
�1

�0
ln

 

ln

 
�2

�2

! ! #� 1

(4.15)

wherethe� arede�ned in Eq.(4.9).Eq.(4.14)de�nes�V and gives�V a = 0:169.
Becausethecontinuum -to-latticem atchingisknown only tooneloop,theseperturbative

expressions are sensitive in principle to the value ofthe scale used in the m atching. This
dependence can only be reduced by calculating higher-order loops. However,Lepage and
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M ackenzie[23]havedescribed aplausibleprocedurefordeterm ining thescaleand they have
successfully tested thism ethod fora num berofquantities.

TheLepage-M ackenzie scaleq? isobtained from

D

ln(qa)2
E

=

R
d4qf(q)ln(q2)
R
d4qf(q)

(4.16)

q
?
a = exp

�
1

2

D

ln(qa)2
E�

(4.17)

wheref(q)isthe�niteintegrand ofthelatticegraphs;notethatf(q)isde�ned by assum ing
that allthe perturbative expressions are expanded linearly in the coupling. W e used the
integrandsofFlynn etal.[7].(These have been con�rm ed by Borrelliand Pittori[39].) In
TableIII,weshow thevalueofthescaleforseveraloperators.Ourvalueforthescaleforthe
static-lightaxialcurrent,q?a = 2:18,agreeswith thecalculation by Hern�andezand Hill[37].

TheLepage-M ackenziescalesfortheindividualoperatorsin TableIIIareallaround 2.0;
however,the com bined operatorforB O full

L
hasa lowerscale of1.22. (The scale quoted for

B O full

L
intheoriginalpreprintand conferenceproceeding[14]wasincorrect.) M orningstar[40]

alsofound very low scalesfortheperturbativerenorm alization ofthequark m assin NRQCD
(alsoseethecom m entsbySloan[41]);though thiscould berelated torenorm alon e�ects[42].
Using the scale of1.22 gave large perturbative corrections. The Lepage-M ackenzie scale-
setting procedurecould beconfused by taking theratio ofm atrix elem entsoftwo operators
thatare approxim ately the sam e (obviously itwould be inappropriate forthe case oftwo
equaloperatorsbecausef would beidentically zero).W echoseto usethescaleof2:18=a as
thisisa typicalscaleforboth A � and O

full

L .

W eused �(5)

Q CD
=0.175GeV from Duncan etal.[11].They chose valuesfora� 1obtained

from thecharm onium system dueto thelow system aticerrors.Although they do notquote
a valuefora� 1at�=6.0,they did extrapolate�V from a� 1at�=5.7,5.9,and 6.1 in order
to �nd a� 1at�=6.3.W eused thisidea to interpolateto a� 1=2.1GeV for�=6.0.W ealso
used theirm ethod forcalculating m ?

b;however,ournum ber di�ersslightly because ofthe
di�erencebetween theform ofEq.(4.15)and

�s(�)=
1

�0ln
�
�2

� 2

�

2

41�
�1

�20

ln
�

ln
�
�2

� 2

��

ln
�
�2

� 2

�

3

5 (4.18)

W ith the full-to-continuum scale setas�b = m ?
b = 4:33GeV and the continuum -to-lattice

scalesetby �a = q?a = 2:18,we�nd �c
s(m

?
b)= 0:21 and �ls(q

?)= 0:18.
UsingaM onteCarlotechnique,weestim ated theerroron thestaticB B param eterdueto

varyingthevaluesoftheparam etersused in theperturbation theory.A sam pleofonethou-
sand wasgenerated usinguniform deviatesfortherenorm alization scale,latticespacing,the
continuum �Q CD ,and thebottom quark m ass.Thecentralvalueforeach \input"-param eter
distribution wassetequaltoourbestvalue,based on thoseused in references[11,37].Rather
than assum ethattheinputparam etersareknown to threesigni�cant�gures,wetook up to
20% ofthisvalue to be the standard deviation foreach inputparam eter. The �nalresults
were sorted num erically and the 68% error range was taken as the \output" error. This
procedure should produce m ore accurate estim atesoferrorsthan naive erroranalysis. Ta-
ble IV showsthe resulting errorin the coe�cients. Table V showsthe corresponding error
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A � O L O full
L B O L

B O full

L
= B B

q?a 2.18 2.01 2.15 2.45 1.22

TABLE III. Renorm alization scalesdeterm ined by the Lepage-M ackenzie prescription forthe

axial-vector current A �,for the raw lattice operator O L,and for O full
L ,are sim ilar. Using this

prescription foraratioofm atrixelem ents(asforB B )isunstable,asdescribed in thetext;therefore,

we choose 2:18 asthescale appropriateforB B .

in B B . The B B param eterisvery insensitive to ratherlarge changesin these param eters.
Variationsof20% in theseparam eterschangetheB B param eterby lessthan thestatistical
bootstrap errors.Itisparticularly im portantthattheresultsarenotsensitiveto thelattice
spacing because there are a wide range ofpossible lattice spacings that could have been
used:a� 1= 1:94GeV from thestring tension [43],a� 1= 2:3GeV from the� m ass[18],and
a� 1= 2:4GeV from Upsilon spectroscopy [44].

To com paretheresultsofB B param eters,in thenextsection welistourresultsin term s
ofthe one-loop and the two-loop renorm alization-group-invariantparam eter[35]. W e also
scale B B down to 2.0GeV for the com parison to som e other groups (Sec.VI) which is
discussed later.

To com pareatone-loop,wescaled B B and calculated bB B using

B B (�1) =

 
�s(�1)

�s(�2)

! p
f

0;L
� 2p

f

0;A

B B (�2) (4.19)

bB B = �s(�2)
�(pf

0;L
� 2p

f

0;A )B B (�2) (4.20)

where p isde�ned in Eq.(4.8)with the relevantanom alousdim ensions listed in Table II.
Sincethisisa one-loop calculation,weused

�
� 1

s (�) = �0ln

 �
�

�

�2
!

(4.21)

Although a one-loop calculation is traditional, one can also calculate a two-loop
renorm alization-group-invariant bB B param etersince the required perturbative calculations
havebeen done.

B B (�1) =

 
�s(�1)

�s(�2)

! p
f

0;L
� 2p

f

0;A
 

1+
�s(�1)� �s(�2)

4�

�

p
f

1;L � 2pf1;A
�
!

B B (�2) (4.22)

bB B = �s(�2)
�(pf

0;L
� 2p

f

0;A )
 

1�
�s(�2)

4�

�

p
f

1;L � 2pf
1;A

�
!

B B (�2) (4.23)

Again p isde�ned in Eq.(4.8)and therelevantanom alousdim ensionsarelisted in TableII.
Eq.(4.15)wasused to scaleB B and calculate bB B to second order.

In m aking a com parison to othergroups,onecan useeitherB B evaluated atsom escale
or bB B .Therearedisadvantagesto both.Fortheform er,eithera com m on scaleneedsto be
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q?a a� 1 m ?
b �

(5)

Q CD
All

2:18 2:1G eV 4:33G eV 0:175G eV

ZB L
= 1:070

10%
+ 0:002

� 0:002

+ 0:003

� 0:004

+ 0:003

� 0:003

+ 0:0008

� 0:0005

+ 0:004

� 0:005

20%
+ 0:005

� 0:003

+ 0:006

� 0:009

+ 0:006

� 0:005

+ 0:0019

� 0:0009

+ 0:008

� 0:009

ZB R
= � 0:0225

10%
+ 0:0005

� 0:0006
- - -

+ 0:0005

� 0:0006

20%
+ 0:0009

� 0:0015
- - -

+ 0:0009

� 0:0015

ZB N
= � 0:202

10%
+ 0:005

� 0:006
- - -

+ 0:005

� 0:006

20%
+ 0:008

� 0:012
- - -

+ 0:008

� 0:012

ZB S
= � 0:137

10% - -
+ 0:003

� 0:003

+ 0:002

� 0:003

+ 0:003

� 0:004

20% - -
+ 0:006

� 0:005

+ 0:005

� 0:007

+ 0:006

� 0:008

TABLE IV. The absolute changes from our preferred values of the coe�cients Z B L
, ZB R

,

ZB N
, and ZB S

as the param eters q?a, a� 1, m ?
b, and �

(5)

Q CD
, are varied by 10% and 20% �rst

individually,and then jointly (\All"),from ourpreferred values. W e do notim ply and need not

assum ethattheinputparam etersareknown to threesigni�cant�gures(indeed thecoe�cientsare

quiteinsensitiveto 20% variationsin thevaluesoftheparam eters);rather,wechosecentralvalues

based on references[11,37].

� = 0:152 � = 0:154 � = 0:155 � = 0:156 �c = 0:157

10%
+ 0:007

� 0:009

+ 0:007

� 0:009

+ 0:007

� 0:009

+ 0:007

� 0:009

+ 0:007

� 0:009

20%
+ 0:013

� 0:017

+ 0:013

� 0:017

+ 0:013

� 0:017

+ 0:013

� 0:017

+ 0:013

� 0:017

TABLE V. Theabsolutechangesin B B ,from Eq.(2.6),dueto changesin thecoe�cientsZ B L
,

ZB R
,ZB N

,and ZB S
astheparam etersq?a,a� 1,m ?

b
,and �

(5)

Q CD
arevaried jointly by 10% and 20%

from ourpreferred values.
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agreed upon orB B m ustbescaled.Forthelatter,thedependenceof bB B on thechoiceofnf
and �isnotnegligible; bB B can vary by asm uch as4% to 5% (seeSec.V).Thisdependence
isalso relevantto using one-loop versustwo-loop becausethedi�erencein thevalueof� (nf)

between Eqs.(4.21)and (4.15)can vary by asm uch as10% .The advantage to com paring
B B atsom escaleisthatthedependenceon nf and �islesssigni�cant(� 1% ,seeTableV).
Also,given avalueforB B (m

?
b),onecan quoteavaluefor

bB B usingeither4or5avorssince
m ?

b isthe boundary between nf = 4 and 5 avors. These give di�erentconstantvaluesof
bB B forthedi�erentavorregim es.Oneshould beexplicitaboutwhich isquoted.

Even though thenum ericalresultsareforthequenched theory,weusenf=5 for� � m ?
b

and nf=4 for� � m ?
b. There issom e evidence from studiesofthe QCD coupling thatthe

e�ectsofom ittingdynam icalferm ionscan bem odeled byusingthecorrectnum berofavors
in the� function (seeSloan [41]fora review).

V .SY ST EM AT IC ER R O R S IN T H E M AT C H IN G

Thediscussion untilnow hasnotrevealed any largesystem aticerrorsin theperturbative
m atchingthatcould explain thedi�erencebetween ourresultand UKQCD’s.In thissection
weinvestigatethesystem aticerrorcaused by com bining theperturbativecoe�cientsforthe
two-point and three-point functions in di�erent ways to form the m atching coe�cient for
the B B operator. The UKQCD collaboration found a 20% e�ect when they changed the
way they organized theirperturbativecoe�cients[21].

W e consider three di�erent ways ofcalculating the coe�cients Z B X
to consider these

e�ects.Forconvenience,wede�nethefollowing,whereX isoneoffL;R;N ;S;Ag:

ZX � productof
�

C
fc

X Z
cl
X

�

=

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;X
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�cs(m

?
b)� �cs(q

?)

4�
p
c
1;X +

�cs(m
?
b)

4�
(D c

X )

!

�

 

1+
�ls(q

?)

4�

�

d
l
X ln(q

?
a)2 + D

l
X

�
!

(5.1)

Lin(ZX )� linearization of
�

C
fc

X Z
cl
X

�

=

 
�cs(m

?
b)

�cs(q
?)

! pc
0;X
 

1+
�cs(m

?
b)� �cs(q

?)

4�
p
c
1;X +

�cs(m
?
b)

4�
(D c

X )

+
�ls(q

?)

4�

�

d
l
X ln(q

?
a)2 + D

l
X

�
!

(5.2)

W e wish to com pare three form soflinearization: \fully linearized" Lin(ZL=Z
2
A),\notlin-

earized" ZL=Z
2
A and \partially linearized" Lin(ZL)=Lin(ZA)2. The UKQCD collaboration

com pared theirLin(ZL)=Lin(ZA)2 to ZL=Lin(ZA)2 when they found their20% e�ectin B B .
Since C fc

A isvery close to 1,Lin(ZA)isapproxim ately equalto ZA. Thuscom paring their
preferred Lin(ZL)=Lin(ZA)2 totheiralternativeZL=Lin(ZA)2 isessentially thesam eascom -
paring Lin(ZL)=Lin(ZA)2 (partially linearized)to ZL=Z

2
A (notlinearized).
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To allow a directcom parison with others,ournot-linearized resultshavechanged som e-
whatfrom thosereported in theconferenceproceedings[14]and theoriginalpreprintofthis
article which calculated the not-linearized result for ZR and ZN as (�cs(m

?
b)=�

c
s(q

?))p
c
0;L Z cl

X

ratherthan C fc

L Z
cl
X .

In Table VI we show the coe�cients ofthe individualB B param eters for the three
di�erentlinearizationsdescribed,both with and withouttadpole im provem ent. Table VII
shows the corresponding value for bB B at both one-loop and at two-loops. The variation
am ong the three di�erent linearizations ofthe non-tadpole-im proved coe�cients is m uch
largerthan forthetadpole-im proved coe�cients.Becausethereareequalnum bersofquarks
in thenum eratorand denom inator,theindividualB B param etersshould beindependentof
thewave-function norm alization ofboth the heavy and thelightquarks.Thisim pliesthat
the coe�cients should be independent oftadpole im provem ent. Tables VIand VIIshow
thatthisisonly trueforthefully-linearized quantity,Lin(ZL=Z

2
A).

From TableVI,theoverallchangein B B (m ?
b)forthethreedi�erentlinearizations,when

calculated with the tadpole-im proved coe�cients,is20% . However,when calculated from
non-tadpole-im proved perturbative coe�cients,B B (m ?

b)can change by a m uch largerfac-
tor. This suggests that the order-�2 e�ects m ay be large. W hile these can be treated in
a variety ofways,we think thatthey can be treated wellortreated poorly. Forexam ple,
the use oftadpole im provem entstabilizesthe centralvaluesand reducesstatisticalerrors.
TheUKQCD collaboration did notusetadpoleim provem ent,which suggeststhattheirper-
turbative coe�cientsm ay beunnecessarily sensitive to theirchoice oflinearization.(Their
preferred choiceiswhatwecall\partiallylinearized";they alsoconsidered whatwecall\not
linearized".) Theirdecision notto use tadpole-im provem entwasforced upon them by the
way they im plem ented the light-quark �eld rotationswhich were required to rem ove O (a)
correctionsto m atrix elem ents[15].

W e rank the various organizations ofperturbation theory in decreasing order ofpref-
erence: fully linearized,not linearized,partially linearized. W e discuss,in turn,several
(related)disadvantageswith partiallinearizing: largerrelative statisticalerrors,increased
sensitivity to the value ofthe lattice coupling constant (via choice ofprescription),and
non-optim alhandling oforder-�2 term s. Firstly,due to the largero�-diagonalcoe�cients
in theterm softhesum in Eq.(4.13b),thenum ericalresultforB B (m

?
b)using non-tadpole-

im proved partially-linearized coe�cients (the last row ofTable VI) has a larger relative
statisticalerrorthan do theresultsfrom theotherchoicesoflinearization.

Secondly,we studied the stability ofthe resultsfrom three groups: the � = 6:2 clover-
static UKQCD sim ulation [21], the � = 6:0 clover-static Gim �enez & M artinellisim ula-
tion [45],and our� = 6:0 W ilson-staticsim ulation (both tadpole-im proved and not-tadpole
im proved). Allthree ofthese groups that have done static B B sim ulations used slightly
di�erentwaysofevaluating the perturbative coe�cients. W e have analyzed allsim ulation
data consistently to facilitate com parisons ofthe results. W e com pared the linearizations
for two lattice couplings (~� and �V (q

�a = 2:18)) and for sum m ing the logarithm s (�a la
renorm alization-group (RG) techniques) versus not sum m ing the logarithm s. These are
discussed furtherin Sec.VI. W e see the sam e trendsin each group’sdata. Each group’s
partially-linearized resultislessstable undervariationsof� than istheirnotlinearized or
fully linearized.Theirfully-linearized resultiscloseto theirnot-linearized result;theseare
20% higherthan theirpartial-linearized result.
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M ethod ZB L
ZB R

ZB N
ZB S

B B (m
?
b)

W ith Tadpole Im provem ent

Lin(ZX =Z
2
A ) 1:070+ 0:009� 0:009 � 0:022+ 0:001� 0:001 � 0:202+ 0:008� 0:012 � 0:137+ 0:006� 0:008 0:98+ 0:04� 0:04

(ZX =Z
2
A ) 1:066+ 0:020� 0:016 � 0:031+ 0:002� 0:004 � 0:275+ 0:021� 0:037 � 0:246+ 0:013� 0:025 0:96+ 0:04� 0:04

Lin(ZX )/Lin(ZA )
2 1:003

+ 0:014
� 0:021 � 0:041

+ 0:003
� 0:005 � 0:371

+ 0:026
� 0:050 � 0:251

+ 0:015
� 0:021 0:80

+ 0:04
� 0:04

W ithoutTadpoleIm provem ent

Lin(ZX =Z
2
A ) 1:070+ 0:009� 0:008 � 0:022+ 0:001� 0:001 � 0:202+ 0:008� 0:012 � 0:137+ 0:006� 0:007 0:98+ 0:04� 0:04

(ZX =Z
2
A ) 1:030

+ 0:011
� 0:014 � 0:043

+ 0:004
� 0:007 � 0:384

+ 0:036
� 0:065 � 0:343

+ 0:018
� 0:042 0:87

+ 0:04
� 0:04

Lin(ZX )/Lin(ZA )
2 0:802+ 0:039� 0:082 � 0:059+ 0:005� 0:010 � 0:529+ 0:049� 0:092 � 0:358+ 0:025� 0:044 0:49+ 0:04� 0:04

TABLE VI. The e�ects ofdi�erentlinearizations on the coe�cients: The errorson the coef-

�cientsare the statisticalerrorsofvarying the param etersq?a,a� 1,m ?
b
,and �

(5)

Q CD
by 20% from

our preferred values. The error bars on B B (m
?
b) are the bootstrap errors. B B (m

?
b) is the chiral

extrapolation ofthe \com bine-then-�t" valuesfrom Eq.(2.7).

one-loop two-loop

M ethod B (4:33) nf � bB B � bB B

W ith Tadpole Im provem ent

Lin(ZX =Z
2
A ) 0.98(4)

5

4

175

226

1.40(6)

1.36(6)

175

246

1.50(6)

1.46(6)

(ZX =Z
2
A ) 0.96(4)

5

4

175

226

1.37(6)

1.33(6)

175

246

1.47(6)

1.43(6)

Lin(ZX )/Lin(ZA )
2 0.80(4)

5

4

175

226

1.14(6)

1.11(6)

175

246

1.23(6)

1.19(6)

W ithoutTadpoleIm provem ent

Lin(ZX =Z
2
A ) 0.98(4)

5

4

175

226

1.40(6)

1.36(6)

175

246

1.50(6)

1.46(6)

(ZX =Z
2
A ) 0.87(4)

5

4

175

226

1.24(6)

1.21(6)

175

246

1.34(6)

1.30(6)

Lin(ZX )/Lin(ZA )
2 0.49(4)

5

4

175

226

0.70(6)

0.68(6)

175

246

0.75(6)

0.73(6)

TABLE VII.From the B B (m
?
b)resultextracted by M onte Carlo,listed in Table VI,we calcu-

lated a bB B with both 4 and 5 avors(seetext).TheLin(Z X =Z
2
A )resultsareourpreferred values.

Asm entioned in the text, bB B varieswith nf and �
(nf) aswellaswith loop-order.
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Thirdly,we believe thatpartiallinearization doesa poorjob oforganizing higher-order
term s.Thetreatm entofO (�2)term sin partially-linearized coe�cientscausesthelow values
seen by allgroupsby linearizing som e term sbutnotthe whole ratio. W e preferthe fully-
linearized m ethod becauseitrem ovesalloftheseO (�2)term s(asin a Taylorexpansion)by
linearizing thewhole ratio.Fully-ornot-linearizing thecoe�cientstreatstheO (� 2)term s
m oreappropriately than doespartially linearizing.

Ourpreferred choiceoflinearization (full)can alsobem otivated by thenon-perturbative
renorm alization m ethod, introduced by the Rom e-Southam pton group [46]. The non-
perturbative renorm alization m ethod forB B param eterwould bevery sim ilarto thatused
to obtain the renorm alization constantsforthe kaon B param eter[47,48],in which allthe
factorsofthe lattice wave function norm alization ofthe quarkscancelexplicitly forthe B
param eter.In perturbation theory,thiscorrespondsto ourpreferred fulllinearization.The
non-perturbative m ethod only determ ines the lattice partofthe renorm alization factor;a
choice oflinearization would stillhave to be m ade forthe continuum factor. However,the
continuum factorcan and should becalculated to nextto leading order[46],m aking itless
sensitive to thedi�erentchoicesoflinearizations.

In sum m ary,ourpreference forthe treatm entofthe coe�cientsisto fully linearize the
ratio (in the notation ofthis section,ZB L

is Lin(ZL=Z
2
A)). This gives a result which has

no order-�2 term s,which isinsensitive to theinclusion oftadpole im provem entand to the
wave-function norm alization m odelby allowing explicitcancelations,and which reducesthe
statisticalerrorsin B B . The quantitative consequences ofourchoice are discussed in the
following section wherewecom paretheresultsofdi�erentgroups.

Just as the num ericalvalue ofB B is stable because ofcancelations ofcorrelated uc-
tuations in num erator and denom inator,we have argued that so too are its perturbative
correctionswhen fully linearized.The fully-linearized perturbatively-calculated coe�cients
for B B are likely m ore reliable than those for the product B B f

2
B ,the quantity which is

required in the analysis ofB 0{B 0 m ixing experim ents. In the Appendix,we discuss our
recom m endation forhow to linearizetheproductB B f

2
B .

V I.W O R LD C O M PA R ISO N

In Table VIII(IX),we show a collection ofresults from severalgroups scaled to give
B B (m

?
b),B B (2:0GeV),and theone-loop (two-loop)renorm alization-group-invariant

bB B pa-
ram eter. Resultsfrom both static and relativistic-quark sim ulationsare shown. The sim -
ulations using relativistic heavy W ilson quarks [2,3,49,50]calculate the B B param eter for
quark m assesaround charm and extrapolate up to the physicalm ass,using a �tm odelof
theform

B B = B
0

B +
B 1
B

M
(6.1)

The value ofB 0
B should be the sam e as the static theory result. (It is better to do a

com bined analysisofrelativistic and static quarksto obtain a value forB B .) W e callB 0
B

the\extrapolated-static" value.
Tables VIIIand IX show that values for B B obtained from W ilson action sim ulations

arebasically consistent;thesm alldi�erencescan beexplained by sm alllattice-spacing and
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�2 � one-loop

M ethod Ref. � (G eV) B (�2) nf (M eV) B (2:0) B (4:33) bB B

Static-Clover [21] 6.2 m b= 5.0 0.69(4)
5

4

130

200

-

0.75(4)

-

0.70(4)

1.02(6)

0.98(6)

Static-Clover [21] 6.2 m b= 5.0 0.81(4)
5

4

130

200

-

0.87(4)

-

0.82(4)

1.19(6)

1.14(6)

Static-Clover [45] 6.0 m b= 5.0 0.54(4)
5

4

151

200

-

0.59(4)

-

0.55(4)

0.79(6)

0.77(6)

Static-Clover [45] 6.0 m b= 5.0 0.76(5)
5

4

151

200

-

0.82(5)

-

0.77(5)

1.11(7)

1.08(7)

Static-W ilson
this

work
6.0 m ?

b
= 4.33 0.98(4)

5

4

175

226

-

1.05(4)
0.98(4)

1.40(6)

1.36(6)

Extrap.Static [2] 5.7-6.3 �= 2.0 1.04(5)
4

4

200

226
1.04(5)

0.97(5)

0.97(5)

1.36(7)

1.34(6)

Extrap.Static [49] 6.4 �= 3.7 0.90(5)
0

4

200

200

0.94(5)

0.95(5)

0.89(5)

0.89(5)

1.21(7)

1.25(7)

W ilson-W ilson [2] 5.7-6.3 �= 2.0 0.96(6)
4

4

200

226
0.96(6)

0.90(6)

0.89(6)

1.25(8)

1.24(8)

W ilson-W ilson [2,3] 6.1 �= 2.0 1.01(15)
4

4

200

226
1.01(15)

0.94(13)

0.94(14)

1.32(20)

1.30(19)

W ilson-W ilson [50] 6.1 m b= 5.0 0.895(47)

0

4

5

239

239

183

0.96(5)

0.98(5)

-

0.90(5)

0.91(5)

-

1.21(6)

1.25(7)

1.29(7)

W ilson-W ilson [50] 6.3 m b= 5.0 0.840(60)

0

4

5

246

246

189

0.90(6)

0.92(6)

-

0.85(6)

0.85(6)

-

1.14(8)

1.17(8)

1.20(9)

W ilson-W ilson [49] 6.4 �= 3.7 0.86(5)
0

4

200

200

0.90(5)

0.91(5)

0.85(5)

0.85(5)

1.16(7)

1.19(7)

Sum Rule [51] m b= 4.6 1.00(15)
5

4

175

227

-

1.08(16)

-

1.00(15)

1.43(22)

1.39(21)

TABLE VIII.Theauthors’num bers,quoted atthe listed value for�2,have been scaled using

Eq.(4.19) to �= 2.0G eV and to m ?
b
= 4.33G eV.The slanted num bers are those that the cited

authors quote. W e calculated B B (m
?
b) in the Static-W ilson case and then scaled it to 2.0G eV

using nf= 4 and calculated a bB B with both 4 and 5 avors (see text). The value quoted by this

work usesthe fully-linearized tadpole-im proved coe�cients. The JLQ CD collaboration cite their

�’s asnf= 0 values. W hen Abada etal.quotes a bB B forthe W ilson quarks,they use nf= 0. W e

scaled both groups’resultsusing both nf= 0 and nf= 4.
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�2 � two-loop

M ethod Ref. � (G eV) B (�2) nf (M eV) B (2:0) B (4:33) bB B

Static-Clover [21] 6.2 m b= 5.0 0.69(4)
5

4

130

200

-

0.74(5)

-

0.70(4)

1.09(6)

1.05(6)

Static-Clover [21] 6.2 m b= 5.0 0.81(4)
5

4

130

200

-

0.86(4)

-

0.81(4)

1.27(6)

1.23(6)

Static-Clover [45] 6.0 m b= 5.0 0.54(4)
5

4

136

200

-

0.58(4)

-

0.54(4)

0.86(6)

0.82(6)

Static-Clover [45] 6.0 m b= 5.0 0.76(5)
5

4

136

200

-

0.77(5)

-

0.81(5)

1.21(8)

1.16(8)

Static-W ilson
this

work
6.0 m ?

b
= 4.33 0.98(4)

5

4

175

246

-

1.04(4)
0.98(4)

1.50(6)

1.46(6)

Extrap.Static [2] 5.7-6.3 �= 2.0 1.04(5)
4

4

200

246
1.04(5)

0.98(5)

0.98(5)

1.49(7)

1.46(7)

Extrap.Static [49] 6.4 �= 3.7 0.90(5)
0

4

200

200

0.93(5)

0.94(5)

0.89(5)

0.89(5)

1.29(7)

1.35(7)

W ilson-W ilson [2] 5.7-6.3 �= 2.0 0.96(6)
4

4

200

246
0.96(6)

0.91(6)

0.90(6)

1.37(9)

1.35(9)

W ilson-W ilson [2,3] 6.1 �= 2.0 1.01(15)
4

4

200

246
1.01(15)

0.96(14)

0.95(14)

1.44(21)

1.42(21)

W ilson-W ilson [50] 6.1 m b= 5.0 0.895(47)

0

4

5

239

239

183

0.94(5)

0.96(5)

-

0.90(5)

0.90(5)

-

1.29(7)

1.35(7)

1.36(7)

W ilson-W ilson [50] 6.3 m b= 5.0 0.840(60)

0

4

5

246

246

189

0.88(6)

0.90(6)

-

0.85(6)

0.85(6)

-

1.21(9)

1.26(9)

1.30(9)

W ilson-W ilson [49] 6.4 �= 3.7 0.86(5)
0

4

200

200

0.89(5)

0.90(5)

0.85(5)

0.85(5)

1.24(7)

1.29(7)

Sum Rule [51] m b= 4.6 1.00(15)
5

4

175

227

-

1.07(16)

-

1.00(15)

1.54(23)

1.50(22)

TABLE IX. Thistable repeatsthe analysisin Table VIII,using the two-loop renorm alization

group invariantB B param eter.
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B B (4:33G eV ) UKQ CD [21] G & M [45] tad no-tad

 (M 3)

�
~�

�V

�=
~�

�V

0.84(5)

0.83(5)

0.75(5)

0.77(5)

0.85(4)

0.85(3)

0.84(4)

0.84(3)

0.97(4)

0.97(4)

0.96(4)

0.96(4)

0.97(4)

0.97(4)

0.96(4)

0.96(4)

nl(M 1)

�
~�

�V

�=
~�

�V

0.85(5)

0.82(5)

0.78(5)

0.76(5)

0.84(3)

0.82(3)

0.83(3)

0.81(3)

0.95(4)

0.96(4)

0.94(4)

0.95(4)

0.81(4)

0.87(4)

0.80(4)

0.86(4)

pl(M 2)

�
~�

�V

�=
~�

�V

0.72(5)

0.62(4)

0.60(4)

0.54(4)

0.70(3)

0.62(3)

0.68(3)

0.61(3)

0.75(4)

0.80(4)

0.73(4)

0.78(4)

0.30(3)

0.49(4)

0.27(3)

0.47(4)

TABLE X. Com parison between the �t-then-com bine (Eq.(2.6)) analysis for B (m b) ofthe

three groups’data. These num bers are for m b = 4:33G eV ,q� = 2:18a� 1,and nf = 5. \" is

fully-linearized,\nl"isnot-linearized,and \pl"ispartially-linearized.\M 1," \M 2," and \M 3"refer

to the notation ofG im �enez & M artinelli[45]and W ittig [52]. W e listboth ourtadpole-im proved

(tad) and our non-tadpole-im proved (no-tad) results. The errors are roughly estim ated from

statisticalerrorson theraw B X valuesand approxim ateerrorson thecoe�cients.Seethetextfor

com m entson ~� and �V .

�nite-volum ee�ects.Ourresultisconsistentwith thatofBernard and Soni,asreported by
Soni[2],fortheextrapolated staticW ilson ferm ions.

Sincetheoriginalappearanceofthepreprintforthisarticle(hep-lat/9610026,version
1),datahasbeen m adeavailablewhich allowsam oredetailed com parison between ourselves
(on thehigh end ofthe world results)and others(on the low end).Firstly,we have added
theupdated num bersfrom Gim �enez & M artinelli[45]to TablesVIIIand IX.Secondly,we
note thatW ittig [52]has a nice review on the subject ofleptonic decays oflattice heavy
quarks,in which he com paresthe results ofUKQCD [21],Gim �enez & M artinelli[45]and
thepreprintofthisarticle.

In his Sec.4.2,W ittig o�ers Table 9 for com parison,using our non-tadpole-im proved
results.W e�nd thatthetadpole-im proved W ilson resultsim provethenon-tadpole-im proved
results,soweprefertocom paretheirclover-im proved resultstoourtadpole-im proved results.
Ouranalogouscom parison resultsin thenum berslisted in TableX.

In the com parison,we use nf = 5 and �(5)

Q CD = 0:175GeV which result in �conts (m b =
4:33GeV)= 0:21.W ealso useourtwo-loop �V a = 0:169 to scale�lattV (q�= 2:18a� 1)= 0:18.
Both �s arewith two-loopsfrom Eq.(4.15).W ealso com pareusing ~� = 6=(4��u40),which
is0.132 fortheUKQCD collaboration [21],0.1458 forGim �enez& M artinelli[45],and 0.198
for us. (For each group,we used u0 = 1=8�crit to calculate ~�.) In addition,since the
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originalUKQCD results3 do not sum the logarithm s (�a la RG techniques),Table X lists
both sum m ing logs(�)and notsum m ing thelogs(�=).

Ratherthan calculate a q�a (Eq.(4.17))and a �V a (Eq.(4.14))forthe clover action,
we used ourvalues. Since �V isa function of(q�a=�V a),�V (q

�)isthe sam e forallthree
groups. W e note that a� 1 = 2:9 was used forUKQCD and a� 1 = 2:1 was used for both
Gim �enez & M artinelliand ourselves. Since q�a waschosen to be 2:18 forallthree groups,
the scalesin the com parison ofTable X are di�erent. Thisisthe reason thatthe UKQCD
�= resultsdi�erfrom their� results. The �= resultsare m ore sensitive to the scale ofthe
perturbativem atching.

Though notlisted in thetable,weareabletoreproducetheresultsofboth UKQCD [21]

and Gim �enez & M artinelli[45]form b= 5:0GeV,� = a� 1,nf = 4,and �(4)

Q CD
= 0:200GeV

when wetailortherespectivecalculationsaccordingtothem ethod presented in each paper4.
Also,weagreewith theresultsofW ittig [52]forour�{� V entrieswhen weusehisparam -
eters.

Both UKQCD’sand Gim �enez’s& M artinelli’squoted valuesforthestaticB B arelower
than allofthe other results. One possible reason for these low results is that they used
the clover action for the light quarks,which does not have corrections to the continuum
lim itthatarelinearin thelatticespacing,whereasthestandard W ilson ferm ion action does
have such artifactterm s. However,the W ilson resultsare stable overfourdi�erentlattice
spacings,which im pliesthatthelatticeartifactterm salonecannotaccountforthedi�erence
between thecloverresultsand theW ilson num bers.

Table X showsthatthe not-linearized (and fully-linearized)static cloverresultsforB B

are largerthan the partially-linearized results,asisdiscussed in the originalpapers. The
clover-static results that use the not-linearized m atching are in better agreem ent,though
stilllow,with theresultsfrom sim ulationswhich userelativisticheavyquarkstosim ulatethe
bquark (see Table VIII).Allthe published data [2,49]on calculating B B using relativistic
heavy quarksfavora negative valueofB 1

B in Eq.(6.1).Forconsistency,thestaticvalueof
B B should be higherthan the value ofB B extrapolated to the b quark m ass. Thisistrue
forourresultand favorsthehigherclover-staticresults.

Thevariouschoicesm adein thecalculation havenon-negligiblee�ects.Onecan choose
which action to use (W ilson vs clover), whether or not to tadpole-im prove, and which
linearization m ethod to use.Thechoicebetween ourtadpole-im proved W ilson-staticaction
andthenon-tadpole-im proved clover-staticactionhasa15% e�ectin boththefully-andnot-
linearized (�{� V )cases. Thisisa 20% e�ectforthe partially-linearized case. In addition,
tadpole-im provem entstabilizestheW ilson-staticresultsto theextentthatonecan m akea

3UKQ CD did investigatetheuseofrenorm alization group im proved perturbation theory,butthey

did notuseitto calculate their�nalresults.

4To reproduce UKQ CD’s[21]0:69(4)and 0:81 (the latterisourconversion oftheirquoted B̂ =

1:19),do notsum thelogs,use�a= 1,and do notincludethecrossterm ,(U T)cLS,in thecoe�cient

ofO L.ToreproduceG im �enez’& M artinelli’s[45]Table3,sum thelogsand includethecrossterm ,

butuse�a= 1,even forthe �V (q
�a= 2:18)case.
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bettercom parison ofdi�erentlinearizationsbetween tadpole-W ilson-staticand clover-static
than between non-tadpole-W ilson-staticand clover-static.Finally,thereisa 20% e�ectdue
to choiceoflinearization foreitheraction.Thislinearization e�ectisatleastaslargeasthe
e�ectduetochoiceofaction.Forreasonsgiven in Sec.V,ourfavoritechoiceoflinearization
isthefully-linearized treatm ent.

A sim ilartrend can beseen in each group’sresults:partially-linearized valuesaresm aller
andlessstablethaneithernot-linearizedorfully-linearizedvalues.ThisisduetoO (�2)term s
which m ay orm ay notcancelto varying degrees. The partially-linearized treatm ent only
linearizespartoftheratio which causesitsvalueto bem isleadingly low.Thenot-linearized
and fully-linearized treatm entsarebetterbecausethey do notdo this.Thefully-linearized
treatm entispreferred because ittreatsO (�2)term suniform ly by rem oving them (asone
doesin an expansion).

V II.C O N C LU SIO N

Our prim ary result from this tadpole-im proved � = 6:0 W ilson-static calculation is
B B (m

?
b) = 0:98+ 4� 4

+ 3

� 18,where the errors are statistical(bootstrap) and system atic,respec-
tively. The overallsystem atic errorisobtained in quadrature from the following: + 3

� 3 from
the choice of�t-range, + 1

� 2 from the param eter-dependence ofthe perturbative-calculated
m ixing coe�cients, and + 0

� 18 due to the the choice oflinearization ofthe coe�cients, as
was discussed in Sec.V. The unusualasym m etry ofthe latter system atic error reects
our preference for a particular choice oflinearization (\full"). Our second favorite choice
(\not-linearized")resultsin acentralvalueof0:96.W equoteavery conservativesystem atic
errorto encom passourleastfavoritechoice(0:80 from \partiallinearization")even though
we have argued againstthischoice. System atic errorsfrom �nite lattice spacing and from
quenching arenotestim ated.

Tables VIIIand IX show that values for B B obtained from W ilson action sim ulations
arebasically consistent;thesm alldi�erencescan beexplained by sm alllattice-spacing and
�nite-volum e e�ects. The sim ulationsallfavora negative value ofB 1

B in Eq.(6.1)[2].For
consistency,thisim pliesthatthestatic valueofB B should behigherthan the valueofB B

extrapolated to the b quark m ass. Our num ber is on the high end ofthe com parison in
TableVIIIand isconsistentwith thatofBernard and Soni[2]who use extrapolated static
W ilson ferm ions.

In Sec.V weinvestigated thee�ectofchanging theway thefour-ferm ion operatorrenor-
m alization and the axial-currentrenorm alization were com bined to form the m atching co-
e�cientforthe B B param eter. W e presented argum entsthatsuggested thatourpreferred
way oforganizing thecontinuum -to-latticem atching (fulllinearization)wassuperiorto any
other m ethod we considered. W e also showed that m aking a di�erent choice could lower
the resultby asm uch as20% . Besidesthe linearizations,Table X showsa 15% di�erence
due to choice ofaction between ourtadpole-im proved � = 6:0 W ilson-static and the non-
tadpole-im proved � = 6:0 and 6:2 clover-staticresultsin thefully-and not-linearized cases.
(The W ilson resultsareatthe high end oftheworld data and the cloverresultsareatthe
low end.) Partial-linearization leavesa 20% e�ectdueto choiceofaction.Thee�ectdueto
choiceoflinearization isatleastaslargeasthee�ectdueto choiceofaction.
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Although allorganizations ofperturbation theory at one-loop are theoretically equal,
som earem oreequalthan others!Fullylinearizinggivesaresultwhich hasnoorder-�2 term s
and which isinsensitive to the inclusion oftadpole im provem entand to the wave-function
norm alization m odelby allowing explicitcancelations(which reducesthe statisticalerrors
in B B ).

In our perturbative-m atching procedure we included next-to-leading order log term s
and organized the perturbative m atching in a way that we believe reduces higher-order
corrections. Also we used the autom atic scale-setting procedure ofLepage and M ackenzie
to �nd the \best" scale to use in the lattice-to-continuum m atching. The agreem ent of
our results with relativistic heavy quark results supports our procedure. Our conclusion
isthatforthe W ilson-static case,the use oftadpole im provem entand ofa fully-linearized
treatm entofthem ixing coe�cientsispreferred.Ofcourse,thism ay becom elessim portant
num erically with increased coupling and/orim proved actions;however,westillrecom m end
theprocedure.

Although sensible thingscan be done to reduce the e�ectsofhigher-orderperturbative
correctionsin thelattice-to-continuum m atching,thiswillrem ain thedom inantuncertainty
inthecalculationofB B inthestatictheory.Inprinciple,\all"thatisrequired isacalculation
ofthetwo-loop anom alousdim ension oftheO L and A � operatorson thelattice.Although
thiscalculation isvery di�cult,new developm entsin latticeperturbation theory forW ilson
quarks [53]and a new stochastic way ofdoing lattice perturbation theory [54]m ay m ake
thesecalculationsm oretractablein thefuture.A m oreim m ediatesolution would beto use
thenum ericalrenorm alization technique,developed by theRom e-Southam pton group [46],
which has already been used to determ ine the lattice perturbative coe�cients for static
fB [48],forthekaon B K param eter[47],and forotherim portantquantities.

The relative consistency ofthe W ilson B B results m otivates a large study using both
relativistic and static quarksin the sam e sim ulationsto constrain the interpolation to the
B m ass.To constrain thesystem atic errors,theresultsofsim ulationswith di�erentlattice
spacingsand volum esshould becom bined to take thecontinuum lim it.Thiskind ofstudy
willalso help to controltheperturbative-m atching errors,asthee�ectsofthehigher-order
perturbative term s are reduced as the continuum lim it is taken. (A nice exam ple ofthis
forthe e�ectsofdi�erentrenorm alization prescriptionson light-quark decay constantshas
been given by theGF11 group [55].)

Once m ixing in the B 0
s{B

0
s system has been m easured experim entally,the results can

be com bined with data from B 0{B 0 m ixing experim ents to calculate the Vts=Vtd ratio of
CKM m atrix elem ents. The advantage ofcalculating this ratio is that various uncertain
standard-m odelfactorscancel.However,a valueofB B s

f2B s
=B B f

2
B isrequired.Asthereare

a large num beroflattice resultson the calculation offB s
=fB [10],here we concentrate on

theratio B B s
=B B .

Usinga�tm odelwhich islinearin thequarkm ass,weobtain B B s
=B B = 0:99+ 1� 1(1).(The

�rst error is statistical(bootstrap)and the second is the standard deviation ofthe �tted
value for\reasonable choices" of�trange.) Even though the ratio B B s

=B B isdeterm ined
quite precisely,it is not resolved whether B B s

is greater than or less than B B since the
B B param eterisfound to depend weakly on thequark m ass.Othergroups[21,50,56]have
reported sim ilar �ndings. M ost lattice sim ulations have found that fB s

is between ten
and twenty percent larger than fB [10]. Bernard et al.[56]have extracted the ratio of
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B sf
2
B s
=B B f

2
B directly by doingindividual�tstothethree-pointfunction in relativisticquark

sim ulations. Thisisa prom ising approach forrelativistic heavy quarks. W e did nottry it
because ofconcerns aboutthe signal-to-noise ratio and aboutthe size ofthe perturbative
coe�cientsin thestatictheory.

Our result also contains an unknown system atic error due to quenching. Quenched
chiralperturbation theory predictsthee�ectsofquenching to besm allforB B [57,58];this
conclusion wascon�rm ed by Bernard and Soni[2]who calculated B B in both quenched and
dynam icalsim ulations.In Soni’sreview [2]ofthelatticecalculation ofweakm atrixelem ents
attheLattice’95 conference,hequotesavalueofB B (2GeV)= 1:0� 0:15 (90% con�dence)
ashisbestestim ateoftheB B param eter.Ourresult,B B (2GeV)= 1:05+ 4� 4

+ 3

� 19,isconsistent
with thisvalueand with thevacuum -saturation-approxim ation value,1.
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A P P EN D IX :LIN EA R IZAT IO N ST R AT EG Y FO R B B F
2
B

In the analysis ofB 0{B 0 m ixing experim ents the value ofB B f
2
B is required. Here we

discuss the linearization optionsforcom bining B B and fB from a variety oflinearizations
ofthese quantities. Ifa not-linearized B B is m ultiplied with a not-linearized (fB )2,then
theonly order-�2 e�ectswhich rem ain areduespeci�cally to notlinearizing thenum erator
ofB B . W e estim ate this e�ect to be on the order of10% . Ifone m ultiplies a partially-
linearized B B with alinearized fB ,Lin(ZA)2,then thereshould benoorder-�2 e�ectsdueto
theproduct.However,ifonem ixesa linearized with a not-linearized B B and fB ,then there
can be term s ofalm ost20% . Although the di�erence between Z A and Lin(ZA)issm aller
than 5% ,the di�erence between Lin(Z A)2 and Lin(Z 2

A) is just over 15% . The practical
drawback ofusing a B B which is notlinearized orispartially linearized isthatthere are
order-�2 term spresentwhich m ay orm ay notcancelwhen theB B iscom bined with an fB .

Thepracticaldrawback to using thefully-linearized B B islinearizing theproductB B f
2
B .

Thisiseasily rem edied.Thefully-linearized B B ,B fl,essentially hastheform

B fl=
�

1+ �
c
A + �

l
C
�

B
raw (A1)

wheretheB R ,B N ,and B S can beincluded byadjustingthevaluesofA and C appropriately.
W hen thisiscom bined with thesquareofthelinearized f,

flin =
�

1+ �
c
D + �

l
E
�

f
raw (A2)

itwould beconvenientto geta linearized resultwith no order-�2 term s:
�

1+ �
c
A + �

l
C + 2�cD + 2�lE

�

B
raw (fraw)2 (A3)
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Since

(1+ �A)
�

1+ �
B

1+ �A

�

= (1+ �A + �B ) (A4)

thisisstraightforward to accom plish.TheproductofB fl with thelinearized squareof

f
0
lin =

0

B
B
@ 1+ �

c D
�

B fl

B raw
L

� + �
l E
�

B fl

B raw
L

�

1

C
C
A f

raw (A5)

givesEq.(A3)with no order-�2 term sdueto coe�cientm ultiplication.OurB raw
L valuecan

beread from the�rstrow ofTableI.
W hiletheproductofthepartially-linearized B B with thelinearized fB alsodoesnothave

any order-�2 term sduetocoe�cientm ultiplication,thepartially-linearized B B by itselfhas
order-�2 term swhich are on the orderof18% (See TablesVIand VII). The advantage of
ourm ethod is that allthree quantities B B (m ?

b),fB (m
?
b)and B B f

2
B (m

?
b)have no order-�

2

term sdue to coe�cientm ultiplication,and thatB B (m ?
b)isstable againstthe inclusion of

tadpoleim provem entand thechoiceofwave-function norm alization.
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FIG .1. E�ective m assm (t+ 1=2)= lnC (t)=C (t+ 1)from theLS (localsink,sm eared source)

two-point correlation function C (t). The source wassm eared with an optim alsm earing function

produced by themost [12]algorithm which wasdesigned to elim inateexcited-statecontam ination.
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FIG .2. Sam e as for Fig.1 but for the SL (sm eared sink,localsource) two-point correlation

function. The sam e optim alsm earing function is used to elim inate excited state contam ination,

butstatisticalerrorsarelargersincethe sourceis(necessarily)a delta function.
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FIG .3. Schem atic diagram of the quark ow for the three-point correlation function of

Eq.(2.1). The \targets" are intended to represent the sm earing ofthe light quark relative to

the static quark.Thestatic quarksare restricted to the spatialorigin.
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FIG .4. Raw B param eterforthe O L operatorfrom Eq.(2.5).
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FIG .5. The dependence on the �tted raw B L param eteron the choice oft1,the (�xed)tim e

position ofoneinterpolating �eld,and on the�tranget
2;m in� t2;m ax oftheother.Clustered points

havedi�erentt2;m ax.All�tstakeinto accountcorrelationsin t2,and arenotdisplayed ifthenaive

quality of�tQ doesnotexceed 0.2.
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FIG .6. Sam e asforFig.4 butfortheO R operator.
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FIG .7. Sam easforFig.4 butforthe O N operator.
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FIG .8. Sam e as for Fig.4 butfor the O S operator. Note the norm alization as explained in

Table I.
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FIG .9. The ratio of(the linear com bination of)three-pointfunctions to two-point functions

which approachesB B forlarge Euclidean tim es.
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FIG .10. Sam e asforFig.5 butforthe B B param eteritself.
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